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BRIEF OF APPELLANTS 

Commissioner for Patents 
Washington, D,C. 20231 

Dear Sin 

In accordance with 37 CFR §1.192, Appellants hereby submit the Appellants' Brief on 
Appeal from the final rejection in the above-identified application, in triplicate, as set forth in the 
Office Action dated May 12, 2003 and the Advisory Action dated July 28, 2003. 

L REAL PARTY IN INTERKST 
10/23/2003 mmm OOOOOOOJ ^00494 0f585508 . 

The real paW in interest is Autodesk, Inc., the assignee of the present apphcauon, 

01 FCsWOP 330.00 Dft ^ ^ -5. r 

IL ATRn APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

There ate no related appeals or intexfcrences fekr.the above-referenced patent application. 

ni. <;TATrjs of cr aims 

Claims 1-1 8 are pending in the application. 

Claims 1-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Edwards et aL 
CTEdwards", US. Patent No, 6,459,442) in view of Screen Dumps of Microsoft Windows 4.0 C'MS 
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Win")- These rejectioxis axe being appealed 

IV. "STATUS OF A TVTENDNfENTS 

No amendments to the claims have been made subsequent to the final Office Acrion- 

V. SUMMARY OF THE TNVENTlQN 

Appellants' invention, as recited in independent claims 1, 1, and 13 are generally directed to 
selecting objects (page 12, lines 2-3). Specifically, existing objects (that are displayed in a viewpon 
[page 21, lines 7-8]) are examined to determine and obtain a reladonship between them (page 21, 
lines 11-13)* Based on the rektionsbip, a virtual object is created ^age 21, hnes 13). H^e clai m s 
specify that the virtual object is not specifically stroked (page 12, lines 6-10; page 17, lines 3-7). 
Further, as defined in the specification and consistendy used in the claims, a 'Sdttoal object" is an 
object that has been created and is not displayed (see page 18, lines 6-19), 

Following creation of the virtual object, a selection set is then created that contains the 
virmal object and one or more of the existing objects (see page 21, line 17-page 22, line 2)- In odier 
words, die virtual object and one or more existing objects are grouped together into a selection set 
for later use. 

A request firom a user (Le,, a selection fi:om a user) is subsequendy obtained and Cicaniined to 
determine if an objea (le., either a virmal object or existing object) in the selection set is being 
selected (sec page 22, line 3), If an object in the sec has been selected, all of the objects ^eluding 
the virtual object and the existing objects) in die set are also selected (page 22, Hnes 3-8). Thus, 
various selection sets are created and when the user selects an object that is in one of the selection 
sets, all of the objects in the selection set are selected. As described in the spedficatioo, this 
provides the ability to select an entire dashed line merely by selecting empty spaces in the dashed 
line (since the empty "virtual" object spaces and the actual line segment objects are in die same 
selection set). In the prior art, the dashed line could only be selected using actual line 
existing/displayed line segments. 

Dependent claims 2, 8, and 14 fiwlher elaborate and describe the existing objects and vitmal 
objects. Specifically, two of the existing objects are line segments and one of the virmal objects is a 
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connector connecting the two line segments. In other words, this claim provides for a dashed line 
with the cmpt7 spaces between line segments being connectors (see page 18, lines 6-19). 

Dependent claims 3, 9, and 15 depend on claims 2, 8, and 14 tespectively and further 
provide that the cursor is located between the two line segments when the selection request £com 
die user is obtained. In other words, these claims provide that the user is selecting an empty space 
between line segments. 

Dependent rWim^ 4, 10, and 16 further elaborate on the relationships between the existing 
objects. These H^iim^ provide that die relationship is based on die placement of the existing objects. 
In odier words, depending on how existing objects ate placed in a drawing, a relationship between 
the existing objects may be established and used to create a ^Snrtual" object. 

Dependent claims 5, 11^ and 17 again elaborate on the relationships between the existing 
objects. Specifically, these claims provide that the relationships arc based on the si m il ariri es between 
the existing objects. In odier words, depending on how similar one existing object is to another 
existing object, a relationship between the two objects may be established and used to create a 
'Virtual" object 

Dependent claims 6, 12, and 1 8 provide for replying to a query using the objects in the 
selection set For example, various types of queries may be used in the invention. One type of 
query exists when a user is querying areas for "crossing^' objects ^.e., does this building pad cross 
any gas lines) (see page 17, lines 2-7). Altemativdy, an automated query may be conducted (e.g., in a 
script) (see page 17, lines 11-13). 

VI. ISSUES PRESE NTKD FOR RKVIEW 

Whedier rU^<i 1^18 are unpatentable under 35 U.S,C. § 103(a) as being rendered obvious by 
Edwards in view of MS Win. 

VIL GROUPING, OF CLAIMS 

The rejected claims do not stand or fall together. Each claim is independendy patentable. 
Separate arguments for the patentability of each claim are provided below. 
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VIII. MGUMENTS 

A ■ The Independ ent Haims Ate Patentable Over The Prior Art 

In ite final Office Action dated May 12, 2003, independent claims 1, 7, and 13 were rejected 

follows: 

As per rl fll F' 1, Edwards teadics a conipater-implcmcntcd method for sdcctii^g objects 

compnaing: . j • u- 

dispbyxag a two-diinenfiioiifll viewport of one ot mote ejdsnng objects mamtamcd withm a 
three-dimensional space represented in a computer-impkmented graphics system (Eg. 29; coL 12, 

lines 42-44); ^ ^ i - v 

obtaining a selecdon request &om a user using a cursor selection device while locaimg the 
ctu:$ot in die two-dimensional viewport (coL 12; lines 44-46; tbiffsp^s r^tUm keeps track ofsifhm tbe 
cmorusod>aiustrsma^inafdprtIateob;'t€ti^\ 

examining the eaifiting objects to obtain one or more rdationsh^s between the c^dfiung 
objects (coL 12, lines 37-40); 

creating one or more virtual objects baaed on the relationships (col, 14, Knes 40-43); 

cteatoig a sdecrion set comprised of at least one of the cxificing objects and at least one of 
the virtual objects based on the rdanonships (fig, l7i s$ieakn s^compming txistin^ object cxis&tg 
obfect 426 f and mrifml ohj^t 1 702)\ 

dctcxroining if the selection request is for an object in the selection set, and if the selection 
request is for an objca in the selection set. selecting all of the objects in the selection set (fig, 17; 'ah'u 
ffxmpdto become omm^-uisr^hkt en 'a'twd 'ah' is se/ecteii, user cJtcks ott t'and 'ayUu&aed^, Edwards 
docs not specifically disdosc die method of sekcung objects that are not specifically stroked based on 
th relationship. MS Wixi teaches a method of selecting objects that are not specifically stroked based 
on a relationship (figs. 3-7; 300 and 400 areffoupsd to hecmt one enHiy - after mouse c&cking on 300(x) 
and pmdni ^(B^ng on 400(y), user disks onxmd^c^ is seketed, user cBckf ony ondxyis sekcUd; 3vim users 
fi^t cUck on eUherx orytbm sekct the a^mmmd "Open'*fmm ibe Fop^ menu, the '"Open'* command will he 
earned out fir both x as sbovm in jtg^ 7 andy as shown in fig. $). Therefore, it would have been obvious to an 
artisan at the time of the invention to indude MS Win's teaching of a method of selecting objects diat 
arc not specifically stroked based on a relationship wherein related objects are grouped using non- 
stroked means to Edward's method of sdccring objeas based on die relatbaship in order to provide 
users with an alternative method in selecting. 

Claims 7 and 13 are sti^tlar in scope to daim 1 and are therefore rejected under similar 

rationaL 

Appdknts submitted a Request for Reconsideration fin which die ckims were not amended) 
on July 9, 2003, In response to tte Reqtiest for Reconsideration, an Advisory Action was mailed on 
July 28, 2003. The Advisory Acdon merely tesutes the prior rejecuons (while citing the same 
porrions of the same references) and fails to respond to die submitted arguments, as follows: 

.Applicant's arguments in a Request for Reconsideration have been fiilly considered but 
they are not persuasive. Applicant argued the following: 

Neither Edward nor MS Wm teach» disclose, or suggest, a virtual object that is not 
spcdficaHy stroked and in particular creating a virtual objea based on a relationship berween 
two existing objects, examining existing objects to obtain a relationship between such 
existing objects, creating a selection set compdsing existing objects AND a virtual object and 
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sdectmg all objects in a &et ^duding a ^virtual object and existing objects) when a»y object 
in the sec is selected. 

The Exatniner disagrees for the fbllowiflg zea£ons: 

Since the language only icdtcs a) a virtual object that is not specifically stroked as well 
as creating a virtual object based on a cdationship between two existing objects, b) 
exanuning c»sting objects to obtain a relationship between such existing objects, and c) 
creating a sdection set comprising csdfitJAg objects aod a virtual objea and selecting all 
objects in a set (mdading a virtual object and existing objects) when any objca in the set is 
selected and Edwards and MS Win teaches a) a virtual object *at is not specifically stroked 
(MS Win: figs. 3-7) as wcH as creating a virtual object based on a relationship between two 
existing objects (Edwards: coL 14, lines 40-43; coL 12, lines 42-44), b) examining exi*iting 
objects to obtain relationship between such existing objects (Edwards: col 12, lines 37-40), 
c) creating a selection set comprising existing objects and a vimial object and selecting all 
objects in a set ^duding a virtual object and existing objects) when any objca in the set is 
sdcacd (Edwards: fig. 17), the limitation is still well read in by the modified teaching of 
Edwards and MS Win. 

Appellants respecrfiilly disagree with the above rejectioa and the conclusiofl in the Advisory 
Action for one or more of the following reasons: 

(1 ) Neither Edward nor MS Win teach, disclose, or surest ixamtdng existing objects to 
obtain a relationship bttween such existing objects; 

(2) Neither Edward nor MS Win teach, disclose, or suggest a virtual object; 

(3) Neither Ed^rd nor MS Win teach, disclose, or suggest a virtual object tbist is not 
specifically stroked; 

(4) Neither Edmrrd nor MS Win teach, disclose, or suggest creating a virtual object based on 
a relationsb^ between two existing olyects; 

(5) Neither Eduford nor MS Win teach, disclose, or suggest creatiifg a selection set comprising 
existing objects .AND a virtual object; and 

(6) Neither Edjvard nor MS Win teach, disclose, or suggest selecting all objects in a set 
{including a virtual object and existing objects) when any object in the set is selected 

Edv/ards merely describes a feeeform display edittog system that groups freeform strokes 
into one or more segments on a display. Each segment in the system defines a regLon of the display 
that includes a collection of strokes. Multiple behaviors can be dynamically attached ox removed 
£com any given segment, even after a segment has been created and filled with strokes. Each 
behavior provides a task-specific application to the segment to ^hich ic is attached. Segments de- 
couple interpretations of input data ficom behaviors to provide temporal multiplesdng of task- 
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Specific applications. Advantageously, data associated with a segment can be composed at the same 
time by difFerent behaviors, (See Edwards' Abstracr) 

As illustrated throughout Edward's specification and figures, Edwards provides a general 
system for applying application behaviors to feeefotm dara (see Tide). In diis regard, when a user is 
writing in fireeform, Edwards provides the capability to join the new fi:eefonn data with already 
existing fceefbim data (see coL 6, lines 51-67; coL 10, lines 2-27). Further, behaviors may be 
assigned to the combined freeform data (referred to as a segment) (see coL 2, lines 7-18). However, 
Edwards completely fiails to even remotely describe using such fceefoim data to create a virtual 
object that is added to the set containing the freefoim d^ta. 

Edwards refers to the grouping of strokes together into a segment (see coL 10, lines 19-21), 
Edward's segments ate presented to a user within a boundary that sxxtrounds the strokes (coL 10, 
lines 21-22). If a new stroke is drawn widiin a segment ^e., within the boundary), die new stroke is 
merely added to the existing segment (see coL 10, lines 22-24). Ifthe new stroke is drawn outside of 
the segment ^e., outside of the boundary)^ a new segment may be created (see coL 10, lines 25-27). 
However, Edwards use of boundaries and segments still foils to teach the a virtual object or the 
creation of a virtual object. Instead, there is merely a boundary around the fteefonn stroke data* 

Ite Office Action (and Advisory Action) relies on coL 12, lines 37-40 to teach die claimed 
element of "examining the existing objects to obtain one or more relationships between the existing 
objects.** CoL 12, lines 37-40 provides: 

. . .In addidoQ, this behavior m^JI p^dicc i subsequeai dcawing based upon the sp&tifll relationsliip 
amotig an iaput siroke and exislmg painted stroke in ft segment (see for example candidates 2SQ2 and 
2804 FIG. 28). 

Edwards' input stroke is a freeform stroke input by a user using an input (eg., cursor) device 
(see col. 2, lines 35-38 for example). Therefore, the relied upon lines of text ilhistcate diat the spatial 
relationship exists between a stroke input from a user and existing painted strokes. Such a 
relationship is clearly different and distinguishable from the claimed relationship that is based on 
existing objects (and not newly created input from a user stroke). In this regard, Edward*s 
relationship between a new user stroke and an e^osting painted stroke does not teach, disclose, ot 
suggest a relationship between two existing objects as daitned. 
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The Office Action and Advisoiy Action tdy on coL 14, lines 40-43 and coL 12, lines 42-44 
to teach the dement of creating one or more vijtuiil objects based on relationships between existing 

objects. CoL 14, lines 40-43 provide: 

Ii win be appxcdatcd by those skilled in the art tiiat the shape defining the bounded region 
of a segment need not be rectangular as illuatratcd in the Figures. Instead, the bounded region of a 
segment may for example have an oval or drcolai shape. 

Simikdy, col. 12, lines 42-44 provides: 

A thiee rlim^sionfll drawing behavior axitomatically con5tniCt$ a 3D model based on a two 
dimensional &£eform input srcoke (see FIG. ZS*). 

Referring to die coL 14 text, snch language does not describe the creation of a virtual objea 
whatsoever. The claims provide for a virtual object that is not specifically stroked. In other -tf^ords, 
it is an area that is not displayed on the screen and is not drawn by a user. For example, a virtual 
object may comprise the empty space between strokes in a dashed line (as set forth in the dependent 
claims). Stating that a bounded region can be a variety of shapes (as in coL 14, lines 40-43) has no 
impact whatsoever and does not even remotely alliide to such a virtual object Further, the virtual 
object is based on the lelationsbip between the two existing objects. The above citation to Edward 
does not even remotely describe such a reliance on a relationship between two existing objects. 

Referring to the col 12 text, die 3D model referenced in Edwards is not even remotely 
equivalent to a virtual object as claimed. As identified in the referenced FIG. 29, when a user draws 
a 2D stroke, Edwards provides for automatically constructing a repiesentative 3D model of the 2D 
stroke. However, as illusttated by the next few lines of text in coL 12, liaes 47-49: 

. . .The behavior renders the model by adding painted strokes representing visible silhouette edges to 
the segment's scroke set. 

Thus, the 3D model is specifically rendered by adding visible painted strokes to an existing segment 
In this regard, such visible painted strokes, cannot be and are not equivalent to a ^Virtual" object as 
claimed and described in the present specification. Further, as claimed, the virtual object is created 
based on a relationship between esdsting objects. However, in Edwards, the 3D model is simply 
based on a 2D stroke and not based on any relationship whatsoever. 

The Office Action and Advisory Action fiul to state ejcacdy what objects or portion of 
Edwards is equivalent to die claimed vitcoal object. However, in addition to the charac te rin g^ rion s 
described above. Appellants assume that the Office Action may also intend to equate Edward's 
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bounded region to die claimed virtual object. However, as described above, the bounded tegion is 
merely a regbti or visual density surrounding a segment tKat is specifically sctoked (see col. 6, lines 
59-62). Edwards desctibes the ability to join two segments into a single bounded tegbn (see coL 10, 
lines 19-23). However, die creation of a combined segment that merely consists of two stroked 
segments is not even remotely similar to a virtual object that is not specifically stroked. In this 
regard, a single boxmded region diat contains two stroked segmenrs teaches away fitom a virtual 
object that is not stroked Edwards' single bounded region is iiot the same, nor does it suggest the 
virtual object Instead, if anything, the bounded region could potentidly suggest the claimed 
selection set. However, nothing in Edwards desctibes the boxmded region containing a virtual 
object that was not specifically stroked (as in the claims). Accordingly, the bounded region cannot 
possibly teach or suggest the selection sec or the virmal object as claimed. 

The Office Action continues and provides that item 1702 of Fig. 17 is a virtual object Fig. 
17 follows: 




FIG, 17 

As illustrated in Fig. 17, item 1702 is displayed and is a stroke. According^, contrary to the present 
daitns, item 1702 is specifically stroked. Further, col. 10, lines 36-53 describe Fig. 17 and 18. Based 
on die description, item 1702 is a joining stroke specifically drawn by the user that comprises a 
horizontal line diat extends fi:om one segment to the other. Thus, item 1702 is clearly not a vittaal 
object as claimed. Instead, item 1702 is a stroke that is drawn by a user and displayed on a screen (in 
contrast to an object rhar is not specifically stroked as claimed). 
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Additionally, stix>ke 1702 is not created based on die relationship bctweea objects 426d and 
426e. Instead, stroke 1702 is created based on dae sttoke of a user. Accordingly, the creation of 
stroke 1702 i$ not the creation of a virtual object based on a tdationsh^ between two e^dsting 
objects. 

Further, since stroke 1 702 is not a virtual object, item 426f cannot be a set comprised of an 
existing object and a virmal object. In this regard, as displayed, item 426f includes stroke 1702 that 
is specifically stroked (and therefore not a virtual object). Further, Edwards teaches away from 
adding a virtual object to the set. For example, referring to input strokes (strokes ficom a user) and 
associating the input sttoke with segments at coL 6, lines 65-68, Edwards provides: *ln either case, 
the input stroke is not added to the selected segment's associated set of painted strokes 420 (i.e., 
output strokes)." Accordingly, Edwards specifically provides that the stroke is not added to the set 
of existing objects. Thus, even if Edward's input stroke is considered a 'Virtual objecf* as claimed, 
it is not added to die set In this regard, Edwards teaches away from the invention as claimed. 

The Of&ce Action continues and states that in Fig. 17, if the user clicks on V, *ab* is selected 
and if the user dicks on V, *ab* is selected. Fig. 17 merely shows two text objects 426d and 426c 
being joined using a join stroke 1702, There is no indication, explicit or implicit, in the text of 
Edwards or the Figure, that indicates that if the user clicks on either V or *b* that the entire segment 
will be selected. Further, the daims provide for the selection of any object in the set resulting in the 
selection of all of the objects. In odier words, if the letter 426d, letter 426e, and stroke 1702 were all 
part of the set, the claims provide that if line 1702 is selected, object 426a and 426e would also be 
selected. Edwards fails to teach such a selecdon. 

In addition to selecting *ab^ if V or V is selected, the claims specifically provide for the 
selection of the virtual object as well (such a selection is provided in the claims by the selection of all 
of the objects in the selection set wherein the selection set specifically comprises an existing object 
AND a virtual object). Thus, if Edwards met the claim limitations, the selection of 'a' or V would 
result in the selection of 'ab' AND line 1702 (and not just the selection of 'ab*). Edwards and the 
Office Action fail to describe such a selection whatsoever. Ftirther, as described above, the input 
stroke (Le., line 1702) is cleady excluded firom the selected set (see coL 6, lines 65-68), 
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In response to the above aiguments (which were submitted in response to a first office 
Action mailed on October 29, 2002, the final Office Action provides: 

Edwanb teiKhes how xaee^ ocate one or more objects biscd on rtlfttion*hipS by boundipg a region to let thu system know useus* intcOt 10 
create objects wherein the oI^mm may he 5D v^mal objeccB (coL 14, lines 40^ COl 1 2, fines 42-*4). FuithcimOie. Edwards teaches how m 
create a vimial oh^ baicd Ort a telftQonslbp between two cxlsoflg ejects, as croltmt in % 17 wherein meet may not seta without V also 
bcnng selected oiKl vkc vccsi after the rchtiomhip has been esublishcd 

Appellants respectfully disagree widi the above assertions in die final Office Action. In this 
regard, coL 14, lines 40-43 and col. 12, lines 42-44 are relied upon to suggest diat objects may be 3D 
virmal objects. CoL 12, lines 42-44 describes a 3D model based on a 2D freeform input stroke. 
Such a fi:eefotm input stroke is clearly not a virtual object since ic is an actual sttoke, unlike the 
claimed virtual object that is not specifically stroked. Further, coL 14, lines 40-43 merely describes 
that a bounded le^on may be various shapes. Such a disclosure completely £ails to describe a virtual 
object whatsoever. In addition, neither of these deed sections refer to 3D virtual objects or an 
intent to create such 3D virtual objects (as asserted in die final Office Action). 

The above firi^l Office Action assertions and Advisory Action assertions also allege that Fig, 
17 of Edwards provides that *a* may not be selected without V also being selected and vice versa 
after die relationship has been established Firstly^ there is no dqjicrion (ta Edwards) of such a 
dependent-based selection in Fig. 17 itself. In addition, nowhere in Edwards is there any description 
of such a dependency based selection and/ or the lack of ability to select one without die other. 
Such an assertion clearly impropedy constmes and adds language to Edwards specification. 

In addition to the above, even if the user may not select V without *b' (which Appellants 
traverses), the selection of miiltiple objects (Le., *a' and V) is not equivalent to the creation of a 
victual object that is also selected when another objea in a set (that contains the virtual object) is 
selected Such a creation and selection is not present anywhere in Edwards. 

In view of the lack of Edward's capability to teach selecting objects as claimed, the final 
Office Action and Advisory Action relies on printouts from Microsoft Windows. In this regard, the 
final Office Action asserts that various icons may be selected while holding down a <CrRL> key- 
In this regard, the Office Action asserts that after clicking on one icon, the user may hold down the 
<CTRL> key and selecr another icon and thereby combining/grouping the two icons together. 
Thereafter, the Office Action asserts that the user can either click on the first icon or second icon 
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and both icons are seleaed. In addition, the final Office Action asserts that when the user right 
clicks while the cursor is over either icon, a menu oommand is displayed allowing the laser to execute 
the "open" command which b executed for both icons. 

Appellants disagree with the above assertions. Firsdy, Appellants respectfully requested a 
textual description that explains how such selections are occurring in MS Win in response to the 
fin^l Office Action, Such a textual description has not been provided to date. According, 
Appellants assume that no such textual description exists. Based on exp erimen ting with a computer 
executing Windows 2000, the assertions in the Office Action are not true. Appellants agree that by 
holding down the <CTElL> key, two icons may be selected. However, after both icons ate selected, 
you cannot click on one and select both. Instead, cHcking on one (while the <CTRL> key is not 
selected merely reselects the icon that is clicked on (diereby deselecting the other icon). If the 
<CTRL> key is heki down, the icon that is clicked is merely deselected Accordingjiy, both icons are 
not selected. In addition, the fact still remains that a virtual object, in addition to the icons, is not 
selected as part of a selected set. In this regard, no virtual object is selected as claimed. 

Further, the Office Action asserts that by right diddng, the user may execute the "open" 
command against both icons. Appellants agree diat both applications represented by both icons 
may be opened in this manner. However, such execution and opening of represented applications 
does not open a virmal object (nor does it open an application represented by a ym-ial icon). Merely 
opening applications represented by both icons does not read on the clflims whatsoever and is 
irrelevant with respect to the claims. Such actions merely indicate that the specifically selected and 
stroked icons ^e,, both x and y had to be specifically stroked and selected to make the gtoup) may 
be opened using a single command. Once again, nowhere is there any indication or use of a virtual 
object oi a selection of a virtual object 

In addition to the above. Appellants note that the claims provide that die objects are 
maintained in a 3D space represented in a computer-implemented graphics system. The MS Win 
icons are not maintained in 3D space. Instead, MS Win's icons are merely icons displayed on a 
screen in an operating system. The use and comparison of icons displayed on a screen withm an 
operating system is not even remotely similar to a graphics system and a 3D space within such a 
system. In this regard, MS Win is non-analogous art to Edwards and die present invention. The 
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MPEP §706.020 provides that "there must be some suggestion or motiviition, either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to 
modify the reference or to combine reference teachings " There is no such suggestion or motivation 
in either MS Win or Edwards. Further, there is no such motivation or su^stion in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the att. Accordingjty, it is improper to combine the 
references as done in the Office Action. 

In addition to the above, it is cleat that Edwards merely relates to the use of strokes by a 
user and the recognition and association of such strokes with a segment Edwards does not address 
selecting objects using virmal objects created by a system for areas that are not spe ci fic ally stroked. 
Further, MS Win foils to select a virtual object as claimed and is in a completely different 
technological field that that of the present invention. Accordingly, both Edwards and MS Win relate 
to and address a completely different problem and sohirion &om that of die present invention. In 
this regard, Appellants' invention solves problems not recognized by either Edwards or MS Win. 
Moreover, the various elements of Appellants* claimed invention together provide operational 
advantages over Edwards and MS Win. 

In view of the above, the Appellants submits that independent claims 1, 7, and 13 are 
allowable over Edwards and MS Win. 

B, Claims 2. 8. and 1 4 are Not Separately Argued 

r rigiTna 3, 9, and IS are Parenrahle Overt the Prior Art 

Dependent claims 3, 9, and 15 depend on claims 2, 8, and 14 respectively. As described 
above, these claims provide that the cursor is located between the two line segments when the 
selection request &om the user is obtained In other words, these claims provide that the user is 
selecting an empty space between line segments. To teach this claim element, the Office Action 
relies on Fig. 17, element 426f. However, element 426f of Fig. 17 does not indicate, knplicidy or 
expliddy, that a space berween two line segments is selected by a user. In feet. Fig. 17 coir^lecely 
failR to show an empty space between line segments. Without showing such an empty space, 
Edwards cannot possibly teach the selection of such a space by a user. Fot these reasons and the 
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reasons set forth with respect to the independent claims, Appdlanta submit that claims 3, 9, and IS 
arc patentable over Edwards and MS Win. 

n. rkims4 in pn^ are Not Separately Argiied 

E. Claims 5. 11^ and 17_are Not Separatfely Arg ued 

F. Claims 6. 12. and 18 are Patentable Over die Prior Art 

As described abovie, dependent Hfl^*^^ 6, 12, and 18 provide for replying to a query using the 
objects in the selecdon set. 

In rejecting these claims, the Office Action relies on Edwards coL 6, lines 34-38 which 
provides: 

The fi:ccfoaan display editing system defines strokes as the vwivieisal ptimitive for bodi data mpuc and 
output, la One embodiment^ the user's input at die display is provided in the form of E;eefbixn strokes 
input stcokes), »od the feedback provided to die user is in the foim of a collection of handwzidng 
style strokes painted oi output strokes). 

Appellants note that such language of Edwards (and the remainder of Edwatds) does not even 
remotely refer to a query. In fact, an electronic search of Edwards for the term "query^ provides no 
results. Merely providing feedback to a user is not equivalent to a query. In this regard, Edward^s 
feedback may not and does not appear to be the result of a query. A query as defined in the present 
specification, may be used when a user is querying areas for "crossing" objects ^.e., does this 
building pad cross any gas lines) (see page 17, lines 2-7). Alternatively, an automated query may be 
conducted (e.g,, in a script) (see page 17, lines 11-13). No such similar queries or prompdng by a 
user or for a user is taught or suggested in Edwards* In this regard, there is no indication that 
feedback is requested in the form of a query. 

In addition, based on the language of Edwards, the feedback provided is merely a collection 
of handwriting style strokes and not a selection set as claimed. The claimed selection set has a 
specific meaning as set forth in the claims and specification (and as described above). Namely, the 
selection set is a set comprising one (or more) existing object(s) and one (or more) virtual object(s). 
The collection of handwriting style strokes is not even remotely similar to such a selection set 
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Instead, the handwriting style sttokes aie merely strokes that axe painied/output/tendered on a 
display (see coL 6, lines 33-42). 

Thus, Appellants submit that neidier Edwards nor MS Win teach, disclose, or suggest, these 
dependent claims. 

DL Conclusion 

In light of the above arguments, Appellants respectfully submits that the dted references do 
not anticipate not tender obvious the claimed invenrion. More specifically, Appellants' claims recite 
novel physical features which patentably disdnguish over any and all references imder 35 U.S.C §§ 
102 and 103. As a result, a decision by the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences reversing the 
Examiner and directing allowance of die pending rlafms in the subject application is respectfully 
solicited. 

Respectfully submitted, 

GATES & COOPER UUP 
Attorneys for Appellant(s) 
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APPENDIX 

1 . (PREVIOUSLY AMENDED) A computer-implemented method for selecting 
objects comprising: 

displaying a two-dimensional viewport of one or more existing objects maintained within a 
three-dimensional space represented in a computer-implemented graphics system; 

obtaining a selection request from a user using a cursor selection device while locating the 
cursor in the two-dimensional viewport; 

examining the cxisrixig objects to obtain one or more relationships between the existing 

objects; 

creating one or more virmal objects that are not speciEcally sttoked based on the 
reladonships; 

creating a selection set comprised of at lease one of die existing objeccs and ac least one of 

the virtual objects based on the relationships; 

determining if the selection request is for an object in the selection set; and 

if the selection request is for an object in the selection sec, selecting all of the objects in the 

selection set 

2. (ORIGINAL) The method of r}n\m i wherein at least two of the existing objects are 
line segments and at least one of the viinial objects is a cotmector connecting the two line segments- 

3. (ORIGINAL) The method of claim 2 wherein the cursor is located between the two 
line segtnents when the selection request is obtained. 
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4, (ORIGINAL) The method of daim 1 wherein the tebtionships aie based on a 
placement of the existing objects, 

5, (ORIGINAL) The method of daim 1 wherein the relationships are based on 
similarides between the e^dstmg objects* 

6, (ORIGINAL) The mediod of claim 1 farther comprising replying to a query using 
the objects in the sdcction sec 

7- (PREVIOUSLY AMENDED) A computer-implemented graphics system for 
selecting objeccs comprising: 

a computer having a monitor attached thereto; 

a gtaphics program execuong on said computer; 

means, performed by the gtaphic$ pjxtgtam, for displaying a two-dimensional viewport of three- 
dimensional space displayed by the graphics program; 

means, performed by the graphics program, for obtaining a sdection request &om a user 
using a cursor selection device while locating the cursor in the two-dimensional viewport; 

means, performed by die graphics program, for examining the existing objects to obtain one 
or more relationships between the existing objects; 

means, performed by the graphics program, for creating one or more virtual objects that are 
not specifically stroked based on the relationships; 

means, performed by the graphics program, for creating a sdection set comprised of at least 
one of the existing objects and at least one of the virtual objects based on the relationships; 
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means, performed by the graphics program^ for detertnining if the selection tequesc is for an 
object in the selection set; and 

means, performed by the graphics program^ for selecting all of the objcctd in the selection 
set if the selection request is for an object in die selection set 

8- (ORIGINAL) The system of claim 7 wherein ar least two of the existing objects are 
line segments and at least one of the virtual objects is a connector connecting the two line segments, 

9. (ORIGINAL) The system of daim 8 wherein the cursor is located between the two 
line segments when the selection request is obtained- 

10. (ORIGINAL) The system of claim 7 wherein the relationships are based on a 
placement of the existing objects. 

1 1 . (ORIGINAL) The system of claim 7 wherein the relationships are based on 
similarities between the existing objects. 

12. (ORIGINAL) The system of claim 7 farther comprising means, petfotmcd by die 
graphics program, for replying to a query using the objects in the selection seL 

13. (PREVIOUSLY AMENDED) An article of manufacture embodying logic for 
selecting objects in a computer-implemented graphics system, the logic comprising: 
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displaying a wo-dimensional viewport o£ one or more esdsdcg objects maintained within a 
three-dimensional space represented in a computer-implemented graphics system; 

obtainiQg a selection request ficom a user using a cursor selection device while locating the 
cursor in the two-dimensional viewport; 

the one or more existing objects to obtain one or more relationships between the 

existing objects; 

creating one or more virtual objects that are not specifically stroked based on the 
relationships; 

creating a selection set comprised of at least one of th.e existing objects and at least one of 

the virtual objects based on the relationships; 

determining if the selection request is for an object in the selection set; and 

if the selection request is for an object in the selection set, selecting all of the objects in the 

selection set 

1 4. (ORIGINAL) The article of manufacture of claim 1 3 wherein at least two of the 
existing objects are line segments and at least one of the virtual objects is a connector connecting die 
two line segments. 

15. (ORIGIMAL) The article of manufacture of claim 14 wherein the cursor is located 
between the two line segments when the selection request is obtained. 
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16. (ORIGINAL) The axride of inanufactute of claim 13 wherein the rekrionships axe 
based on a placement of the existing objects. 

17. (ORIGINAL) Hie attide of manu&cture of claim 13 wherein the relationships are 
based on similarities between the existing objects. 

18. (ORIGINAL) The article of manufacture of claim 13 further comprising replying to 
a query using the objects in che selection set. 
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